Flume Replacement
Alignment Study

Board Workshop #3 - Fine Screening (Cont’d)
March 18, 2024

Defining the next

legacy

-
&g
-



Where we came from: To Flume or Not to Flume?
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Where are we headed: How to Flume?

PLANNING FACTORS:

* feasibility and cost-effective
construction

* reliability
* environmental effects

RELIABLE

* long-term operations and maintenance
(O&M)

- affordability, impacts to rates, and funding
options

* *NEW=* predictive climatological modeling

AFFORDABLE



Where are we headed: How to Flume?

SUCCESS FACTORS:

» Consider a reasonable range of * Support the District’s decision to
potentially feasible alternatives that ~ replace the Flume by presenting a clear
will foster informed decision-making  Project roadmap in a preliminary design
and public participation, per CEQA. report that includes a project funding

plan for the preferred alignment.

* Avoid surprises related to feasibility
or cost that unexpectedly tips the
scale on the “To Flume or Not to

Flume” decision by regularly tracking =™\ F____“_}-
pertinent cost data and preparing /\\
more detailed construction cost J
estimates. N— Ml

RELIABLE AFFORDABLE




Fine screening recommends; Alternative #1 plus One Corridor

Bennett Service Area
Boot Service Area
Vista Flume System
-— SDCWA Pipelines

Roads
Major VID Connections
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Results - Predictive climatological modeling supports the To
Flume decision for 80% of climate scenarios modeled.

Local Water System Investment Scenario

Capital
Costs?

Anticipated Range of Average Annual Local Yield (AFY) be

Table 4-2. Possible Range of Local Water System Investment Scenarios

AFY = Acre-feet/year ‘

Dry bc
(CMCC_CMS
RCP8.5)

Wet be
(CanESM2
RCP8.5)

Baseline b
(Historical)

Scenario #1: Low-range

= Maintain wellfield as-is; no new wellheads

* No long-term in-lake HABs solution

» Respond to HABs using algaecide when needed

» No lake bypass pipeline or additional aperational
flexibility

$8M

1,700

Take Aways

2,500 3,000

Scenario #2: HABs Control Only

« Replace wellheads as-needed to preserve historical yield
» Implement long-term in-lake HABs solution

« Preventative HABs control using chemical treatment

« No lake bypass pipeline or additional aperational
flexibility

$13M

1,900

Scenario #3: Baseline or “Mid-Range”

= Optimize wellfield to achieve the historical, and can
achieve sustainable yield over 12-months d

» Implement long-term in-lake HABs solution
= Preventative HABs control using chemical treatment

« No lake bypass pipeline or additional operational
flexibility

$23M

2,700

3,300

Used as basis for
affordability analysis

Scenario #4: Max. Allowable Sustainable Yield

= Maximize wellfield to achieve allowable sustainable yield ¢
» Implement long-term in-lake HABs solution

+ Preventative HABs control using chemical treatment

» No lake bypass pipeline or additional operational
flexibility

$37M

5,400

6,200 7,800

Scenario #5: High-range

» Maximize wellfield to achieve allowable sustainable yield ¢
« Implement long-term in-lake HABs solution.

- Preventative HABs control using chemical treatments

- Install a lake bypass pipeline for additional operational
flexibility

$57M

6,900

~papgp

7,200 7,900

Most climate futures, 80% of the modeled scenarios,
predict the District can confidently rely on local water being
available over a wide variety of climate conditions, and the
economics weigh in favor of a To Flume project if modest
investments are made to the Local Water System (LWS).

Six of the 15 model runs (40%) predicted local yields
greater than the Escondido-Vista Water Treatment Plant’s
(EVWTP’s) current 40:60 local-to-imported water blend ratio
limit, which would require additional investments in
treatment system modifications to realize the full benefit of
this additional yield.

Capital costs presented are in 2023 dollars, and only include District’s share of costs (e.g., 70% for wellfield projects and 50% for

Henshaw projects).

District’s share of the anticipated average annual local yield in AFY i for the corresg

The District's share of local yield presented herein are results from the predi li logi

Warner Basin's historical yield is ~7,140 AFY which equates to a District share of ~1,750 AFY.

Warner Basin's maximum aflowable sustainable yield is 9,125 AFY, which equates to a District share of ~2,400 AFY.

Legend:

a. Red = Future Flume replacement project is not economically viable (VID LW yield is less than 2,700 AFY).

b. Green = No modifications needed to Lake Wohiford or EVWTP keeping to 40:60 Local-to-/mported water blend ratio.

c. Yellow = Requil o to Lake or EVWTP to local yields which are more than the current 40:60 Local-to-
Imported water blend ratio limitation.

g delled scenario.
| model described above in Section 4.




30-Year NPV Cost Comparison

Avg. Local Yield . District
- Dry Climate Model - SDCWA Escalation NPV/Ops. Term Discount Rate:
4,700 AF/yr Mid-Range W ‘ : 30Yrs “| 5.50%

Net Present Value (NPV) Analysis, in FY 2023 Dollars

NPV Cost Summary -- To Flume vs. Not To Flume

TO FLUME PARTNER W NOT TO FLUME

Cost Component 30-Year Cost Component 30-Year

NPV NPV

Flume Replacement $179M Addtl. SDCWA Purchases | $363M

Local Water System $103M Local Water System $103M

- Wells S30M - Wells S30M

- HABs Management S21IM - HABs Management S21M

- All Other LWS Items S52M - All Other LWS Items S52M

Water Treatment $28M Exchange Benefit -$88M

Flume O&M S11M Delivery Reliability $52M

Self-Treatment Benefit -$16M Boot & Bennett Transfer $28M

Flume Demolition $10M

Reduced Pumping Costs -$10M

TOTAL $305M TOTAL $458M

Efii_pi

"To Flume" Cost Advantage = $153M




Cost per Acre-Foot Comparison

Avg. Local Yield . District
- Dry Climate Model - SDCWA Escalation NPV/Ops. Term Discount Rate:
4,700 AF/yr id-Range W : 30 Yrs “| 5.50%
Pre e (NPV) A Do
NPV Co ry -- To Flume vs. Not e
O FLUME ) . ¢ PARTNER W NOT TO FLUME
T FI Co onent Solglzflar Cost Component 30N-:¢\alar N T FI
O—U I I Flume $179M Addtl. SDCWA Purchases | $363M Oto—u l I
2 2 OO A F Local Water $103M Local Water System $103M 3 2 OO A F
y / - Wells S30M - Wells S30M y /
- HABs Management S21IM - HABs Management S21M
- All Other LWS Items 52M - All Other LWS Items S52M
Water Treatment SM Exchange Benefit -$88M
Flume O&M M Delivery Reliability $52M
Self-Treatment Benefit M & Bennett Transfer $28M
olition S10M
Re ) sts
TOTAL $305M TOTAL $458M
"To Flume" Cost Advantage = $153M




Despite escalating costs, need for financing, and future
local water system investments, the decision To Flume
still maintains the economic advantage.

*

NOT
22?2 TO

TO OR
FLUME

THAT IS THE QUESTION




Board’s Requests from WS#3

» Easement requirements for the recommended alighment alternative.

» Historical release data from Lake Henshaw.

» Projected San Diego County Water Authority rates for raw and treated water.
» Cost of water and yield comparisons with other local water projects.

» Effects of “To Flume” and “Not to Flume” projects on customer rates.



Agenda 1. Workshop Objectives
2. Address Board Feedback from WS#3

3. Conclusions & Next Steps

Defmmg the next
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1. Workshop Objectives

Speaker: J.P. Semper, P.E.

Defmmg the next
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Workshop Objectives

* Address Board’s requests/feedback received at WS#3

A. Easement requirements for the recommended alignment alternative.
Historical release data from Lake Henshaw.

Projected San Diego County Water Authority rates for raw and treated water.
Cost of water and yield comparisons with other local water projects.

E. Effects of “To Flume” and “Not to Flume” projects on customer rates.
* Revisit conclusions and recommendations from WS#3

* Reach consensus on:
* Advancing study to Phase 5 - Recommended Alignment Report

©Oow



2. Address Board Feedback form WS#3

Speaker: J.P. Semper, P.E.

Defmmg the next
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A. Easement Requirements of
Proposed Alignment
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A. Easement Reauirements of Proposed Alignment

No permanent easements needed for Alt. #1 (recommended)
Tw locations along Alt. # eed easements
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A. Easement Requirements of Proposed Alignment (cont'd)

* Alt #6, the “second
place” alternative
requires seven (7)
new permanent
easements;

* (2) new permanent

easements on the
western portion

* (5) new permanent
easements on the

’ i S .-Lf._"- » 2, - ¢ \ Alternatlve 1
eastern portion 1 M ¢ N * . . 8 * Recommended

Allgnment

San Marcos Unified
School District
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A. Easement Requirements of Proposed Alignment (cont'd)

* Alt #6, the “second
place” alternative
requires seven (7)
new permanent
easements;

* (2) new permanent
easements on the
western portion

* (5) new permanent
easements on the
eastern portion

S5\ All five properties are
¢ % privately owned

i W . & Th e |
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B. Historical Release Data from
Lake Henshaw
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B. Historical Release Data from Lake Henshaw

22,000.0

Drought
Years

20,000.0

30-year Annual Averages | =

Lake Henshaw Releases |, | Supply __
12,0000 nterruptions

9,640 af/yr o

Local Water to VID 6000
o " |I|I II|

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Water Year

Acre-feet [ year




Study Precipitation to Establish a Climate Model Baseline

Annual precipitation (in)
W
o

Dry penodjr\om 1945-1977

Climate Model Baseline

r

’

- Annual precipitation
== Average
——— 20-yr moving average

1950 1960

1970 1980

Water year

Maximum

1.

‘ﬂ---_

1990 2000 2010 2020

Minimum




C. Projected CWA Rates for Raw &
Treated Water




Alternative:

Finance Planning Work Group Recommended Calendar Year 2024 Rates and

Charges

FPWG Recommended Summary of Water Authority Rates and Charges

Customer Service Charge

$26,000,000

CY 2023 CY 2024
| Water Authority Rates and Charges Adopted FPWG Recommended
Melded Supply Rate ($/AF) $1,085 $1,200
Melded Treatment Rate (S/AF) $350 $400
_Transportation Rate (S/AF) $173 5189
Untreated Permanent Special Agricultural $855 $903
Water Rate ($/AF)
Treated Permanent Special Agricultural Water | $1,205 $1,303
Rate ($/AF)
Infrastructure Access Charge’ | $4.24/ME $4.41/ME

$28,600,000

Storage Charge

$60.000.000

$63,000,000

Supply Reliability Charge

$40.850.000

$43.400.000

Standby Availability Charge per parcel or
acre, whichever is greater’

$10

$10

System Capacity Charge’

$5.700/ME

$5,700/ME

Treatment Capacity Charge*

S159/ME

S$159/ME

Annexation Application Fee (Per Application)

$11,556

$11.556

! Fiscal Year Charge.

* ME (meter equivalent) as defined in the resolution establishing the IAC.

C. Projected CWA Rates for Raw & Treated Water

+ 14.3% increase (treated)

+ 9.2% increase (transport)

Must account for all other
‘Charges’ that apply to VID



C. Projected CWA Rates for Raw & Treated Water (cont’d)

CY 24 VID' Annual CWA
Rate Annual Charge Water Purchases

Based on CY24 CWA Board Adoption (S/AF) (S/yr) (AFY)
Untreated Melded Supply Rate S 1,200
Transportation Rate S 189

Infrastructure Access Charge § 137 $ 1,888,188 13,738.50
Customer Service Charge Allocation S 74 S 1,013,264
Storage Charge Allocation S 173 $ 2,382,111
Supply Reliability Charge $ 118 $ 1,618,003
Capacity Charge Allocation S 22 S 305,983
Readiness to Serve Charge S 29 S 399,707
S

Melded Cost of ‘Charges' 554

CY24 Untreated (Raw) Water Rate $ 1,943 /AF all-in

Melded Treatment Rate S 400

CY24 Treated Water Rate $ 2,343 /AF all-in




C. Projected CWA Rates for Raw & Treated Water (cont’d)

‘ CWA prOjeCted rateS MARW and FPWG’s Interim CY 2025 Rate Redesign
are uncertain Recommendation
Transportation | Treatment | Supply Customer | Supply | Storage Fixed
approved at CWA’s o b S e
Feb. ‘24 Board R M "‘m MEH pverge  Averge
Meet ng 6?;;::?::?, T::u:::sm' p:vna:]:c' Fisadllir olopliis gl 5T
7-year Average OPtimization  Portfolio WOEADE || ANGTRgE: || ANOCADY
* Anticipated year-over- P —
Yate: VOI?ti”tybfor vib's + Gutang rnces 22‘.“;?.;:'.'23'3’.32?..“;.1:?.12‘..!'.".:2":..‘: :'.::,'i.“;‘:::c‘{?d:“““" While
rates is low, but RSRSNS e R i
steady rate increases h wITET T '
will continue ‘
* MWD rate increases It I A I O St Tl REi A
13% in 2024, 8% in s 85 833383 3% 333
2025, with increases
totaling 46% over the

next 5 years



C. Projected CWA Rates for Raw & Treated Water (cont’d)

MWD’s Proposed 2025 & 2026 Budget & Rate Increases

With $5B Pure Water Southern California implementation costs between 2027 and 2034 included

Proposed FY 2024/25 & FY 2025/26 Budget

G i
Projected Rate Increases and Financial Metries

== Unrestricted Reserves*

—Target Reserve
Minimum Reserve

ar
-l b
g 8
(=]

"
°
[=]
€
9
=

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Fiscal Year Ending

Overall Rate Inc.

Water Transactions (MAF)**
Rev. Bond Cvg

CIP, $M

PAYGO, $M

4.0%

" 1.49

1.9 1.9 1.7

1,390 1684 2171 1966 1544 1091
175 250 275 275 250 225




D. Cost of Water & Yield Comparison
with Other Local Projects




Cost of Water on the Balance Scale

Capital cost of Flume
replacement

Capital and operating costs
pertaining to LWS

Avg. Local Yield
- Dry Climate Model -

SDCWA Escalation

NPV /Ops. Term

District
Discount Rate:

4,700 AF/yr

Mid-Range

v

30Yrs

a~

5.50%

Net Present Value (NPV) Analysis, in FY 2023 Dollars

PV Cost Summary -- To Flume vs. Not To Flume

- replace & optimize wellfield

yd

- long term HABs mitigation

- annual O&M; includes
algaecide, sediment sealing,
canal and dam maintenance,
etc.

Capital and O&M costs for
treating local water at EVWTP

0&M cost associated with
Flume

Cost saving for taking
additional local yield and
avoiding treated water
purchases

AV
\\ TO FLUME

PARTNER W

NOT TO FLUME

\\ Cost Component 30-Year Cost Component S0 ear
NPV A /NPV

\ Mlume Replacement $179M Addtl. SOCWA Purchases / } $363M_

Mocal Water System $103M Local Water System $103M
- Wells S30M - Wells S30M
- HABs Management S21IM - HABs Management S21M

- All Other LWS Items S52M - All Other LWS Items SSYM_
~__—— Water Treatment $28M Exchange Benefit “588M
— | _~ Flume O&M S11M Delivery Reliability S$52M
", Self-Treatment Benefit -516M Boot & Bennett Transfer 528M
| Flume Demolition S10M
/ Reduced Pumping Costs -$10Mw
/ TOTAL $305M TOTAL [“s458Mm

Not To Flume Needs Multiple Interagency Agreements to be Successful:

Exchange Benefit: requires agreement with Escondido to purchase local water & walk-away from EVWTP
Delivery Reliability: requires agreement with CWA to construct Isolation Valves and limit shutdown durations

Boot & Bennett Transfer: requires agreement with Vallecitos
Flume Demolition: requires permanently disconnecting Rincon’s backup feed from Flume

30-year Purchase of treated
water equal to local yield
offset (avg. $2,600/AF)

Same as To Flume (left)

Revenue earned by selling
VID’s share of local Yield to
Escondido

Additional infrastructure
required (isolation valves,
additional storage, etc.) so VID
can convert system to rely
100% on CWA Treated Water

Cost to transfer aged assets to
Vallecitos

Demolish Flume, specifically
where slope stabilities and
public safety is a concern.

Cost savings from avoided
pumping costs due to higher
CWA delivery pressures



Cost per Acre-Foot Comparison (Mid-Range)

Avg. Local Yield . District
- Dry Climate Model - SDCWA Escalation NPV/Ops. Term Discount Rate:
4,700 AF/yr id-Range W : 30 Yrs “| 5.50%
Pre e (NPV) A Do
NPV Co ry -- To Flume vs. Not e
O FLUME ) PARTNER W NOT TO FLUME
Co! onent 30-Year Cost Component 30-Year
NPV NPV b
Flume $179M Addtl. SDCWA Purchases | $363M <\
Local Water $103M Local Water System $103M
- Wells S30M - Wells S30M
- HABs Management S21IM - HABs Management S21M
- All Other LWS Items 52M - All Other LWS Items S52M
Water Treatment SM Exchange Benefit -$88M
Flume O&M M Delivery Reliability $52M
Self-Treatment Benefit M & Bennett Transfer $28M
To Flume aiion Siom Not To Flume
Re ) sts
$2,200/AF = @l $3,200/AF
ﬁ ?’
"To Flume" Cost Advantage = $153M




Cost per Acre-Foot Comparison (Pessimistic)

District
Discount Rate:

- - -
E 4,700 AFiyr Range W | z’ 30 Yrs zf!:jﬂ%

Avg. Local Yield SDCWA Escalation NPV / Ops. Term

NPV Co -- To Flume vs. Not To

* 0 FLUME > ¢ smmer v|  NOTTOFLUME
Co nent 30-Year Cost Component 30-Year
NPV NPV
Flume Re $179M Addtl.Wé}g’M
Local Water Syste $159M Lecal Water System S8
- Wells $43M /- Wels saam |
-- HABs Management 5IM { -- HABs Management S12M >
-- All Other LWS Items M -- All Other LWS Items S46M
+ $4OO/AF Water Treatment M e Benefit -$8 (')$ 100/AF
Flume O&M elivery Relia ™ $52M
Self-Treatment Benefit - Bennett Transfer $28M
lition $10M
To Flume e Not To Flume

$2,600/AF

TOTAL 361M TOTAL oM
$3,100/AF
"To Flume" Cost Advantage = | |




Consider this, the keys to a true low cost Not to Flume...

District
Discount Rate:

- - -
E 4,700 AFiyr Range W | z’ 30 Yrs zf!:jﬂ%

Avg. Local Yield SDCWA Escalation NPV / Ops. Term

NPV Co -- To Flume vs. Not To

* 0 FLUME > ¢ smmer v|  NOTTOFLUME
Co nent 30-Year Cost Component 30-Year /I
NPV NPV |/
Flume Re $179M Addtl. SDCWA Purchases | $363M
Local Water Syste $159M Local Water System $81M
-- Wells $43M -- Wells 523M
-- HABs Management 52M -- HABs Management S12M
-- All Other LWS Items M -- All Other LWS Items S46M
Water Treatment M Exchange Benefit -$84M
Flume O&M elivery Reliability $52M
Self-Treatment Benefit - Bennett Transfer $28M
TO FI u m e lition S10M
N N Redu

$ 2 : 600/AF TOTAL 361M TOTAL oM

"To Flume" Cost Advantage = $ 3 ’ 1OO/AF




Cost per Acre-Foot Comparison (What’s Plausible?)

To Flume

$2,600/AF

Avg. Local Yield

SDCWA Escalation

NPV / Ops. Term

District

Discount Rate:

E 4,700 AFlyr

i1

-~
:,SOYI'S
b

o
v

-- To Flume vs. Not To

NPV Co
e 0 FLUME e smer v|  NOTTO FLUME
Co nent 30-Yawr Cost Component 20-yaar
NPV .
Flume Re $179M Addtl. SDCWA Purchases | $431M<
Local Water Syste $159M Local Water System $81M N
-- Wells $43M - Wells $23M
-- HABs Management 52M -- HABs Management S12M
-- All Other LWS Items M -- All Other LWS Items S46M
Water Treatment M Exchange Benefit -S96M |/
Flume O&M elivery Reliability $180M<
Self-Treatment Benefit & Bennett Transfer $28M N
lition S10M
Red
TOTAL $361M TOTAL 624M

"To Flume" Cost Advantage =

+ $68M 30-year NPV

1

+ $128M 30-year NPV

N

Not To Flume

$4,400/AF




Cost of Water for Other Local Projects

Source Water Supply?

>

Drinking Water Delivery?

$910/AF
(Final GWRS // Capital only)

$750/AF
(Original GWRS // Capital only)

OCWD GWRS GW Basins
(Indirect Potable Reuse) (GW Recharge)
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Cost of Water for Other Local Projects

$2,200/AF

(Capital + O&M) >

= >

Q —_

3 9 $910/AF 5 8

g (Final GWRS // Capital only) - g

= o0

g $750/AF £

& (Original GWRS // Capital only) a
Wastewater § OCSAN Plants 1 & 2 OCWD GWRS GW Basins 19 WTPs Potable Water

Collection (Secondary Effluent) (Indirect Potable Reuse) (GW Recharge) (Potable Water) Distribution

by

= g

= $2,200/AF 8

n . =

8 (To Flume // Capital + O&M) £

. .

g £

5 £
%]  Warner Basin Lake Henshaw EVWTP Pechstein Reservoir = Potable Water

(Groundwater) (Surface Water) (Potable Water) (Potable Water) Distribution



Cost of Water for Other Local Projects

Local Project Source Water & Yield Produced | Cost of Water
Point of Water Delivery (AFY) ($/AF)

(R)g;)/\lle[)nicirhorzxzvg:/z’:em Téerg?c:ﬁ r?ggvuae’:tgt gg(r:;]g fgzp}lj Zlgggsinis (i&n2Anaheim LSl0e 22007 F
B P o o 30900 53600/
\E\?ail?gﬂ?ﬁ‘);cgii\:;ngf;ect V;agti\;\;a(;[: Ir\/\r/?aftzee ;\fljj g?r;[epr?t:;ieogir/n LV;/EeF Jennings LS00 SO0
ggcr:lir[])?e%rc])e Hatertiort Erg3gaifeﬂ&quirilrrgrir;ﬂsaii\évnpf /F Lake Hodges 18,100 s
100 s2m00e
DDA Vévalgt])(taarst\;\?a\’c,ﬁlgzg’lc(rjiloa:t?olr_wa/k/e I!;Iei?]z?eaivr: Reservoir =500 2 200/F
VID Not To Flume SDOWA Treated Water 4,700 $3,100/AF

—>Potable Water Distribution // Pechstein Reservoir



E. Effects of To Flume (TF) &
Not To Flume (NTF) Projects on
Customer Rates




E. Effects of TF & NTF Projects on Customer Rates

$5.50 TF Scenario:

$5.25 1. Y-axis represents the impacts to unit water rates caused only by implementing TF;
35.00 irrespective of other capital needs, passthroughs, ect.

zz:) P . Mid-range scenario uses plausible funding strategy (bonds, loans, grants)

c12s? . Pessimistic scenario uses worst-case funding strategy (bonds only)

<000 . Rates increase $2.40 over 3-years during planning and design

$375 . Rates flatten and hold during 30-year loan period

53.50 . TF’s rate impact declines after loan is paid off to zero if no other capital needs arise

$3.25

Start Constructing Debt P ts End
To Flume SOLTAYIeTS =

$2.25 S

$2.00

Plausible Range

$1.75

$1.50
$1.25
$1.00

$0.75

$0.50
$0.25
=

2025 2027 2029 2031 2033 2035 2037 2039 2041 2043 2045 I 2047 2049 2051 20I3 2055 2057 2059 2061 2063 2065 2067 2069 2071 2073 2075

= TF - Mid Range Average e TF- Pessimistic Average



E. Effects of TF & NTF Projects on Customer Rates

$5.50 i

-\ '
$5.25 —r 1 Debt Payments =
$5.00 T \ Ends A

$4.75 o

\ L

wso  Finish Notto-Flume & o\ i | GX sl

<2 | Switchto CWA g \ "

o | Treated Water B \ P

§3.75 e .y \ ot e

$3.50 Ili'" —1 .

o | NTF Scenario:
Start Cons'trucﬁng a\ 1. Y-axis represents the impacts to unit water rates caused by the NTF
Not-to-Flume | project plus the cost of purchasing CWA treated water in the future

s225 | . Rates increase $1.80 over 3-years during planning and design

phe0 : f" . Rates flatten and hold at beginning of loan period, during NTF construction

e /’ \e . Rates increase after Flume is decommissioned and District switches to

o [ buying treated water

o /’\e . Rates continue to increase as they carry the burden of both the 30-year

s L loan plus escalating CWA treated water rates above $5.00

s0s0 |/ . Rates drop after loan is paid off but continue to increase due to CWA rate

0z | escalations.
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E. Effects of TF & NTF Projects on Customer Rates
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3. Conclusions & Next Steps

Speaker: J.P. Semper, P.E.
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Summary of Conclusions: Phase 4 - Fine Screening

1. The Alignment Study has finished 3. Most climate futures, 80% of the

evaluating a broad range of modeled scenarios, predict the District
alternatives and recommends can confidently rely on local water
Alternative 1 advance to conceptual being available over a wide variety of

; - P climate conditions, and the economics
design, while retalnl?g the 2 weigh in favor of a To Flume project if
Beginning corridor of Alternative :
as a contingency during final anvegest investments are made to the
design. '

& : 4. The To Flume option retains significant

2. The Flume Replacement Project cost advantage in comparison to the

requires a diverse funding portfolio; Not To Flume option, and still supports
interest rates for the funding LWS improvements at Lake Henshaw
mechanisms which will plausibly and Warner Basin wellfield; so long as
comprise this portfolio have the District’s share of average annual

increased significantly. local yield is above 2,700 AFY.
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5. The analyses presented herein supports the District’s continued investment
in HABs mitigation, wellfield improvements, and the future Flume
Replacement project. Recommended next steps include:

A. Proceed with Phase 5 - E.  Work with the District’s Municipal Advisor
Recommended Alignment Report. to develop the project’s funding strategy.

B. Inform DDW of the District's intentto |- Develop an RFP for the final design of

advance the Flume’s replacement. the Flume Replacement Project.

G. Use the planning, environmental, and
financial documents prepared in the
above steps as supporting

D. Continue investigating HABs mitigation documentation to pursue a diverse
and wellfield optimization. funding portfolio.

C. Advance preparation of CEQA
supporting documents.




Thank you.
Questions?




